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CHAIRMAN 
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It has come to my attention that the Spring 1983 California 
Bar Examination is embroiled in controversy. Some have alleged 
that the passing grade for that examination was effectively 
raised from 70% to what amounted to 71.1%. 
Further, it has been alleged that the Committee of Bar 
Examiners, of the State Bar, made the decision to raise the 
passing grade after it determined that too many persons had 
scored better than expected on the performance component of the 
examination. 
Therefore, the Judiciary Committee of the California Assembly 
will conduct a hearing on May 21, 1984, at 4 p.m. in Room 126 of 
the State Capitol for the purpose of investigating the process 
surrounding the grading of the Spring 1983 bar examination. The 
Judiciary Committee requests your participation as a witness 
during that hearing. Within the next week, under separate cover, 
you will receive a list of specific questions upon which you 
should focus your testimony. 
Please contact Mark T. Harris, of my staff, for further 
information and for confirmation of your participation. 
Hopefully, with your assistance, the facts regarding the process 
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to certify someone 
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ss and 
, an oversight, because the 
re to the matter are 
the Court that 
1 the Committee 
admission, either 
has failed the Bar Examination, or because 
is not the moral that the Committee 
to the Court. All 
ect to court review. 
ASSEMBLYMAN CHARLES CALDERON: 
to admit to practice 
1.-U'HU!L.Lttee Bar Examiners 
? 
MR. ROSENTHAL: That's correct 
ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: To 
Yes, it's 
determinations are 
Excuse me, so the Court 
, any individual which 
State Bar has not 
If it so chooses to do 
, has ever 
moral ROSENTHAL: 
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MR of Bar Examiners are 
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sense. The Committee comes into oversight as well with the Board 
when the Committee proposes rules; the rules regulating admission 
to practice. By law, the Committee has the power to promulgate, 
that is, formulate, to be precise, but only the Board can 
approve. So any kinds of changes that the Committee wants with 
regard to a rule change, they have to go through the Board and 
justify it. That starts with the Board Policy Committee, 
normally the Board Committee on Lawyers' Services and then the 
full Board. Also, if the Committee has an idea for a Supreme 
Court rule, it's only the Board that can propose those rules to 
the Supreme Court. So accordingly, they must bring it through 
the Board, the Board has to pass on it, and make its 
recommendation to the Supreme Court. 
One other area, which is extremely important, is the 
budget process. All of the activities the Committee in advance 
have to be proposed and spelled out for the Board's Committee on 
Finance and Operations, and then that recommendation of the 
Finance Operations Committee goes to the Board for ultimate 
approval That goes also for the fees 
that are the Board can sign off 
on the fees for 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: So then Board ultimately is 
responsible for operation of the Committee of Bar Examiners? 
MR. ROSENTHAL: For the operations, overall operations. 
But not for specific acts, which are of a judicial nature which 





























eleven are members of minority groups active in those concerns. 
Hispanics, Asians and Blacks, we also have five women members and 
it does have a fairly broad representation in terms of age. So 
it's probably one of the most integrated and most diverse 
Committee in the State Bar. 
One of the reasons that we're here, as I understand, is 
that there is some concern about the way the last Bar exam, well 
actually it was the July, 1983, which we call the Fall Bar exam, 
was graded. That exam was unique in the United States, because 
it had three components. The multi-state Bar exam, which many of 
you are familiar with, is the objective question-type test, which 
is administered throughout the United States in many 
jurisdictions; six essay questions, which many of you also know 
are familiar as sort of the standard law essay, and a performance 
test, which was the new element and had two, three and one-half 
hour components. 
The performance test was something that the Committee of 
Bar Examiners devised in response to some constructive criticism 
about the fact that the Bar exam, perhaps, could use some 
improvement, in terms of trying to test, not just memory work and 
ability to analyze legal facts, which is important, but also an 
applicant's projected ability to practice law. And through the 
performance test, we hope and hoped then also, to be able to test 
for certain types of skills, lawyering skills, that could not be 
tested on a multiple choice format, such as the multi-state Bar, 
or in a short one-hour essay format, such as the traditional 
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s-rate is usually 
1 was 49, 
year. The year I took 
is no from our 
point at all as to what it is. We have no idea how people are 
going to do. And we don't have any projection in advance that we 
would like them to do certain ••• 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Let me ask a preamble question. What, 
in fact, makes up the Bar exam. What are the determining factors 
in the structure, in its content, and what, in fact, it's testing 
for. What makes up those determinations? 
MS. YU: When you say what is this test, are you talking 
about what skills or what is on the test? Subject areas? 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: What makes the Bar exam what it is? 
Why is it what it is, and what is it designed to do? 
Ms. Yu: Actually, I'd like to have Jane Smith answer 
that. She's Director of Examinations. 
MS. JANE SMITH: Thank you, Diane. As Director for 
examinations for the Committee, I'm responsible for implementing 
Committee policy and developing and grading. As a matter of 
policy, the Committee has determined that there are 11 subject 
areas which comprise minimal competency and we have a three-day 
examination consisting of three parts designed to test different 
skills that make up minimal competency to practice law. 
The multi-state examination is a 200-item objective test 
that is given nationally. It tests applicant's abilities to 
analyze specific situations and apply principles of law. It 
covers six subject areas. The essay examination consists of six 
one-hour questions. The essay examination also tests analytical 
skills and it requires applicants to apply law to facts, but it 
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practical cone of those of manipulations of numbers? 
MS. SMITH: Not real What we did last year was to 
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and we to 
of 1800, then you would pass 
stently throughout; we never 
changed that, never tampered with it and never manipulated it. 
We set that be 
there wasn't 
the test was given and it's; (inaudible) so 
going on a 
CHAiru1AN HARRIS: But, 
that right? 
the test. 
didn't work out that way, is 
MS. SMITH: No, did work out that the 1260 was the 
f. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Okay, was the precise 
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CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Well, why don't you, in fact, license 
people for trial practice, as opposed to simply, I mean why don't 
look at ster versus the kind of an 
MS YU: As I understand it, that has been proposed 
other jurisdictions besides ours, and the tradition of law that 
has developed in the country really would have to undergo a or 
before we could do that. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: There have been a lot of people 
talking about people who are licensed to practice, but are 
incompetent in court. 
MS. YU: That's true. And fortunately, for those 
people, they can often find good law practices where they don't 
have to go into court, but they can be effective as contractors. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: But, unfortunately, you also license 
those people, and they are going to represent people in court who 
have serious rights in jeopardy. 
MS. YU: You're right: I see some of them court 
ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: But, that's the whole 
MS. YU: It's not a perfect system, I'll admit 
ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: But that's the point I'm making. 
The point I'm making is that we are somehow elevating this whole 
notion of a Bar exam to some exalted position, when in , we 
may be attempting to test for something that is non-te 
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One of we'd to make that we 
eliminated on the Multi-state Bar and on the performance 
test, as as I understand, all sons have 
the Committee Bar Examiners and a reconsideration of 
their grades would not have passed the exam anyway. In fact, 
generally, is an advantage to applicants because the 
Multi-state over the last number years has turned out to 
the most, the easiest test to pass, and scaling 
always tends to scale scores 
test, because was a unique 
-- well, we couldn't predict what 
the decision in 1 we did not 
help people, was 
whether it was going to harm 
certainly, of anyone. 







had the effect 
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whether it was going to 
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ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: ••. in individual cases, the 
actual effect was to hurt those people. 
MR. KLEIN: Not true. No. The net effect for every 
single applicant of the scaling was to increase everybody's 
score. There was no one if we had, for example, throughout 
all the scaling totally and said, "All right. Your score on the 
Multi-state Bar Examination is the number of questions you 
answered correct divided by 200, your score on the multiple 
choice portion of the performance test was the number of 
questions that you answered correctly divided by the number of 
questions that were asked. If you used that procedure to 
determine a person's score, which is throw out all the scaling, 
then what would happen is everybody's score would go down. 
Everyone. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Let me ask a question now. Let me ask 
a very pragmatic and kind of conclusionary question. What you're 
saying, then, is that the passage of rate on that spring 1983 
examination was not actually raised above 70 percent. Is that 
what you're saying? You did not change the rules of the game; 
that, in fact, a 70 percent passage rate was, in fact, maintained 
by the procedures that you, in fact, applied to that examination. 
Is that correct? 
MR. KLEIN: That's not correct. The term "70 percent" 
doesn't mean anything actually in this context. What we're 
talking about is 70 percent of the theoretical possible score ••• 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Wait. No, no, wait a minute. Let me 
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more an issue and it really doesn't a 
sort of meaning. It's like trying to take 70 
temperature is 50 degrees. Twice as warm as 25 
not really because it could get colder than zero So 
problem term "70 percent" in context 
a 32 
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CHAIRMAN HARRIS: It's not all 
1 Go 
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1982 document from, I believe, the Committee of Bar Examiners, 
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1 s is not the end of this. So let me ask some 
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• KLEIN: 70 percent of the 1800. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: But what percentage of ss 
sent? 
• KLEIN: That's 70 percent of the theoretical score 
0 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: But of the actual possib , what 
? 
KLEIN: There's no way of answering that 
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Do you have any figures as to how many people were adversely 
the 
exam. 
sion to use scaling? 
was no one was 
s to the multiple choice portions of the 
HARRIS: Okay. How many people scored between, 
over 70 percent, if you used 70 percent of the lower 
MR. KLEIN: 70 percent of what figure? 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Of the 1773 figure. 
MR. KLEIN: What would use, consider the pass/fail line 
there because I come up ..• 
? 
more 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Who, okay--. If you use 70 ... 
MR KLEIN: If I take 70 percent of that score range •.. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Right. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: How many people fall into that 
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CHAIRMAN HARRIS: No, that's not what I asked. I said 
scored over 70 percent of that 1773 figure? 
• SMITH: What you're really. It seems to me 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: I'm asking how many people fall into 
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CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Did you have some questions about how 
spent on each ••• 
ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: Yes, do spend 
instance, on each es question. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: I want to hear this, I've talked to a 
' and I want to hear how your answer correlates 
they me. 
MS. YU: 1 I 't to 
out on a minutes basis, but if we've got, let's say we have an 








CHAI~~ HARRIS: I 
f 
25 answers of about 2 and 
that out me? 
5 one-half hours I heard 















, I'd say more than 
, I've hea 5 to 7 s on 
up to 6. out of 
s 
bal So, me, 
























, I am 






















MR. KLEIN: ..• so, whatever it is that they are doing, 
are doing in terms of their evaluation of the quality of 
, so if their evaluations were highly subject to chance ••• 
ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: I understand the point, but it 
doesn't necessary follow that they •.• 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: The second reader doesn't know what 
the first reader graded ••• 
MR. KLEIN: That's correct ••• 
ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: But, it doesn't necessarily 
follow ••. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Why is that. They don't mark it on 
examination? 
MR. Klein: We have a tab which is removed ••• 
MS. YU: It's pulled off, so that the second reader 
can't be influenced. 
The other thing you should know is that the Committee 
participate in the grading process, although we do not 
lly grade books. We participate in calibration sessions, 
is early on in the grading before they really let loose 
actual books to try to make sure the people will 
properly and that, and we work on this, so I have read 
exam on calibration and most of the answers actually 
shorter than what your average ••• and it does not seem a 
actua take very long to read. 
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3 Bar Examination. 
some 
each other in an 
hasn't been a consistent 
was in parentheses, 
unsuccessful 
Committee of Bar 







or more, had 























different total possible points; 70 
score required. When 
system, so that you could pass the es 
Bar exam, and tate Bar 
of the examination, you could pass 
ly. The passing grade on each those 
sections was 70 percent. 
Even the multi-state Bar Examination was sea I 
and I'll process a second, that 
scaling was always adjusted so that the maximum, possible points 
state sea , was to the maximum on the 
possible announced on the examination. For example, 




, if you had gotten 200 out 
200, but no one 
The is, some people got 30 out 30 on 
performance test multiple-choice section; they did 
was , and yet they did not get the 200 points. 
ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: Counselor, supposing the 1,000 
students are caught in this bind, you say you represent 
about 600 of them? 
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MR. WHITE: I sent seven. Excuse me. I represent 
seven. 
ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: Oh, seven of I think it 
was indicated that are approximately 1,000 individual 
applicants that might up. What would that push the 
overall passage percentage rate of the Bar, if they were all 
admitted? 
MR. WHITE: I I it out, there would 
roughly be about 16 of the applicants that are 
sented by that 1000 figure. So, it would be raised to 
approximately 66 or 67 percent from the 51 percent that it is 
now. 
The issue of has come up and the Committee would 
you the impression that scaling is part and parcel of giving 
an objective test Better known as a multiple choice test. It's 
objective because only one answer is scored as correct. Not 
because one answer is, fact, correct. 
The fact the multi-state Bar Examination was 
st introduced on California State Bar Examination in 
February, 1972. No ing was employed. It was used in July, 
1972. No scaling was employed. February, 1973, no scaling was 
July, 1973, no scaling was employed. Only in 
February, 1974, on the fifth national administration of the 
i-state Bar , was scaling employed. When the 
February, 1974 Bar Examination was first scaled, it wasn't scaled 
to the essay exam given on , 1974, and it wasn't scaled 
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to the first multi-state Bar Examination ever given. It was 
scaled to the second multi-state Bar Examination ever given. So, 
that it is not part and parcel of giving a multiple choice test 
that one requires scaling. In fact, it was never done on a 
multi-state Bar Examination in any jurisdiction for the first 
four examinations. When it was finally done by the Educational 
Testing Service, the second multi-state Bar Examination was 
chosen as the anchor. 
ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: How do you respond to the 
representation of the representatives of the State Bar, that 
scaling only helps, it doesn't hurt? 
MR. WHITE: It helps if you add points. It doesn't he 
if you reduce points. It's clear that on the multiple choice 
section of the performance test, rather than getting 200 points, 
if you answered 30 out of 30, you got 173 points for answering 30 
out of 30. 
ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: With scaling? 
MR. WHITE: With scaling. That is the point. That you 
lost 27 points. Those don't exist anymore. There used to be a 
possibility of 200 points before the exam was given, after the 
exam was given, it became clear that if you were perfect, and 
apparently the Director of Examinations indicates some people 
were perfect, 30 out of 30, that they only got 173 points. So 

























a s re 




just to try to rush to the conclusion because we've got to 
session thirty 
MR. WHITE: I'd just to one ••• 
CHAIR¥~N HARRIS: Mr. Calderon is mean when doesn't 
something to eat, mean when he does get something to eat. 
MR. WHITE: One other of the points is this issue 
Doctor Klein tried to raise about the range of points, 
1 3 1773. 's never done before. 
Now the fact is that the Committee is very explicit so if you try 
to 
70 
anything in any serious attempt on essay exams, you 
40 points on that es exam, but the grading has never been 
to mean 40 and 100. The grading has 
70 percent. So this range of points is something 
that's totally new. It doesn't re to anything in the 
i 
not 
Bar , doesn't re 
's statements. 
CHAIR¥~N HARRIS: you 




MR. MINGUELA: Mr. 









to anything that's in 
much. ? 
to to 
just state your 
la. 
I'm a 


























MR. STAN NAPARST: My name is Stan Naparst. I'm an 
unsuccessful applicant. I was the person who first raised this 
issue before the L.A. Daily Journal. I'm also a statistician so 
I can read some of the papers and understand them. I think I 
real passed the Bar at 1260, but I have a bad handwriting so I 
concentrated in doing well on the short answers to my detriment. 
I think the Bar, if they have a problem, they can't add, they 
don't tell truth, and they obfuscate. I'd like to read you a 
declaration by Jane Peterson Smith and a part of ••. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Would you get close to the mike. 
We 1 re recording this. 
MR. NAPARST: I'd like to read you a part of a brief in 
the Sewell case. Sewell sued the Bar to get some information, 
and this thing there's a statement that there are 160. The 
declaration says there are 160 people partitioning in the Bar. 
In brief, it's now 1700. I mean, you have a declaration 
under penalty of perjury, you have a brief that's filed under 
of perjury, and I don't know what the right number is. 
, those numbers are taken, Sewell took the February '83 Bar 
're citing stuff in July '83 which has nothing to do 
deflects the issue because how many people, you know the 
issue should be what happened in the February '83 Bar for Sewell? 
Then they go around and they say, they can't add. They say a 
score of 60 on the first reading; and 75 from a high reader on 
reading, the average score is 70. Well, 60 and 75 
an average of 67 1/2. Now, David has covered the issues of 
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4 .6 and not 44 to 
f out, s 
st and t t do 
he discussed it, he says, "There was no difference in 
fficulty between the July Bar exam 1983 and the 
1 of difficulty of the preceding eight years So I'd 
why he did that. Then I'd like to know why they 
976 as the base year of the index? You know all about the 
price index. Well, you chose a year, and then you look 
following years. Well, 1976 happens to be the year when, 
, they had to start getting decl and s rate. 
should have chose a year before then, and there's a 
evidence, you see, that the Bar, the Multi-state Bar Exam 
getting more difficult. You see, they're putting harder 
f 
son 
stions in, and they are making the que 
So when you talk about equalizing the level of 
of the exam over time, that assumes that there's no 
everything they do is right. In the November, 1983 
the "Bar Examiner .. I think it was Aroondo 1 or Jane 
said, "This was the hardest MBE we've ever had, 
the July, 1980, and we had to most 
14 at a certain level. I had how many? I 11.3 
by 3 comes out about 35 I added. But 
're not doing you a favor by scaling. The reason 
is that otherwise they , they f 
versus State Bar Arizona of 
You see, ir argument, 
Civil Rights Act, 
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's to measure 
, you and and 1 
re 
score is 're 
to so at 
same II We are f 
not ta we want 
s I 
would to of 
I Bar. here 
70 
CHAIRJIR.AN HARRIS You Mr. 









errors their computation and I can 
to staff member to 
knmv, and I gave 
that they just 
exam and lize 1 f of 
do that. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS. I understand. Thank you, Mr. Naparst. 
to come forward ? 
MR PETER COHN: Good evening Mr. irman and members 
I m Peter 'm an 
member of the Bar of California and 
for NAACP. 
Western Regional Counsel 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: You didn't just 
you? 
MR. COHN: Pardon? 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: I want to sure 
of 83. I 't want to 1 
MR COHN: No. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Okay. 
MR. COHN: No. It was '77. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: You're a r 
UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Was ? 




MR. COHN: And I 
0 f 
But never can tell. 
You're 







clearly say the passing rate is 70 It 
passing rate is 70 as as you 
a group of people score 
So that, e 
as a group st 
So IS unquestioned s were 
fact, after the administration of the exams. It was 
determined how we had 
procedures and took away eight points from all the 
s and raised the passing score. 
The second point would be we are concerned about the 
shing points in the practice area because as Ms. Yu 
out, the importance of the practice area was to see 
a fairer bar exam. And so the 
we re st. And we 
the exam that 
, we'd like for this 
to racial compos 
more people who fell into 
their manipulation 
significant import with re 
that 
protection there, and so I 
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so-cal c s. 
















SMITH: It s 
to 
I'm going to ask each one 
some notes and thinking 
to those. 
MS YU: Why don't we 
to, they were rai 
MR. KLEIN: Your que 
MS. YU: Which part. 
MR. KLEIN: Okay. 





, as I 
Mr 
concern would be the performance test to 
this was a 
MR. KLEIN: Right. As 
of scaling. There was one 
Bar Examination; 's 
part was the on 
is: What is the e 
? We cannot use same 
of the test. It's j 
cannot repeat questions one 
performance test because 
, dealt with one case 
whole three and a 












i so sea 
No issue. He 
quoting me, " 
to 
" That is abso true. is 
a difficulty of a test where scores 



















CHAIRMAN HARRIS: We 
MR. KLEIN: 
ignored scaling on 
part of the test, 
and F 










MS. YU One ment do with 
the, I was. 
MR 
MR. FLANNIGAN: s se 
that the s s only 
exam \vas I was tes 
MS YU: of ttee 
• of Bar s matter , , 
also March of 1983, 1 
Committee 
that we State Bar. 
MS. SMITH: I is to note 
that we to sea 






MS. YU: , were two 
I to Mr. 1 








well one and ss to to 
ASSEMBLY11AN CALDERON I 't 
't assume of , I 't 
sk was 
MS 1, we we to 
see 
, or s 
not cut one 
We a 
f 
Bar means So 
ASSEMBLYMAN CALDERON: There are obvious 
complications, I think, that a case is being made, , I 
need to find out more about the , 
to the and s 
impact on how they approach the Bar exam. And 
what, I don't blame them. 
passed the Bar approached 
I don't think any of us who 
any differently. Because 
becomes important is to pass the test, not to a 
not to show our skills, what we've learned, but to s 
And so those representations that are being made have an 
test. 
on the approach to the test, and the fact that we re on, as I 
did, and I'm sure all of us did, on recommendations from exam 
course preparers, for lack of a better term, I 
on, probably was wisely relied on, I suppose, 
kinds of things that you do when you're trying to 
it real brings into question, the validity of 
I have always questioned. Perhaps I'n1 
our , 1 terms my 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Let me to some 
First of all, I would like to 
11, so we can, fact, understand what's 
s whole thing traces down. 
Secondly, I am very interested some 
ect of school 
was 
s 
, and admission to practice, I think, to 





But I think 
concerned, 
that, I'll some 
's the appropriate place 
sses, 
example, ls 
Bar, as opposed to law ls 
the broad sense. Some 
Bar as 
as 










they are going to 
to score on the Bar exam. Now how 
we 

























Those are some of kinds of 
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1 hearing on these matters and, in fact, do get due 
ss. I'm not sure that they are currently getting that as of 
current and the current processes that are, I 
are some 
ASSEMBLY~~N CALDERON: Mr. Chairman, I would add to 
, probably at least a discussion of the apprenticeship 
and whether or not that really has any impact on the Bar, 
scussion of the accredited and non-accredited so-cal 
and non-accredited schools, I don't know exactly what 
a l means, but anyway, and what impact it has that we seem 
to a larger number than other states, and also, is the 
we practice in this state any different than the law that 
they practice in Colorado, or Wyoming, or any other state, 
s a much higher passage rate on their Bar, and admittedly, not 
as fficult a Bar exam as in California? And in examinations, 
, 
we have to have one of the toughest Bar exams in the 
? Are the so-called consumers in other states with a Bar 
s fficulty, any less important? I mean, is s 
just a policy decision? 
s. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: One final thing. I'm real a 
in looking at the question of whether or not, 
current Bar Examination is, in fact, going to be 
, whether or not, in fact, there's going to be 
terms of that examination and that 
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As a final note, though, I would really to ask---this 
is, I guess, directed simply to you, that I think the Committee 
of Bar Examiners really owes this class of applicants a very 
speedy decision in this area, because I really think that they 
need to have---and I have a feeling that I know how that decis 
is going to come down. I don't think there's much doubt about it 
and I really think if my conclusions are correct, that they 
really ought to be given an opportunity to pursue this in court 
as quickly as possible. But I think the Committee of Bar 
Examiners is by necessity going to be defensive in this matter, 
and I think that they are probably going to conclude that, in 
fact, they did follow the correct procedure and if that's the 
case, then I don't think they need to procrastinate in that 
decision. They need to go ahead and render a decision and let 
people pursue their remedies in court. I think that, currently, 
people have a placebo, certainly I don't think they have a real 
right and one of the things I would like to see the Legislature 
do is make sure that people who, in fact, take the Bar 
Examination are given due process, I mean if they studied law, 
one of the things that we keep drilling into their heads, is 
everyone should be guaranteed due process and equal protection 
under the law. I'm not sure that all law school graduates who, 
in fact, take the California Bar Examination are receiving that. 
All right, is there any other conclusion, any other 
questions, any other statement? Anything that you would like to 
add in conclusion? 
- 85 -
MR. FLANNIGAN: Mr. Chairman, all I can say is, as you 
mentioned, I think we both brought up many questions today. 
Those that we have not answered or addressed from the previous 
witnesses in reviewing the transcripts, we hope to bring out 
answers to those at the hearing coming up on the 23rd. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: Thank you. I'd just like to say; 
first, I want to thank all of you for taking this time. I know 
it's arduous and I know there are many, many other things you 
could be doing, including preparing for the next trial by ordeal, 
but I do understand the difficulty of the task in examining 
people. And certainly as a former examinee, I do know that that 
is a difficult task and I don't want you to think that we don't 
appreciate the difficulty involved, but I also want you to 
understand that we think it's very, very important. And we want 
to make sure that we are all satisfied that both the process and 
the examination itself, is ultimately fair and, in fact, is going 
to result in not only the highest standards for Californians or 
anyone else who, in fact, would like to practice law in this 
state, but that, in fact, that we may perhaps continue to serve 
as a sort of an example for the rest of the country, rather than 
the other way around. But we really want to continue to give 
this scrutiny, we certainly wish your input, any advice, any 
recommendations you may have, including legislation, or in fact, 
if there are things that you may be recommending in changes and 
procedures that we ought to be aware of, we gratefully receive 
all of those recommendations and any advice that you may care to 
share with us. So, thank you all very much for your time. 
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MS. YU: Thank you very much for your interest. 
CHAIRMAN HARRIS: This concludes our hearing 
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